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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



This office action is in response to communication filed on 5/19/2008 



2. 



The final rejection mailed on 2/20/2008 has been withdrawn. 



3. 



Claims 1-23 remain pending. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hollander 

(USPN 6,182,258) in view of Thompson et al. (USPGN 2004/0093476). 

As per claim 1, 
Hollander discloses 

A method stored on a computer readable medium including computer executable 
instructions for automatically generating at least one test for testing a simulation model 
of a device under test (DUT) in a test environment during a test verification process(see 
Fig. 1), the method comprising: 

providing a plurality of scenarios(ci2: 3-10, "...the verification tests are 
generated...) 
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automatically generating the test from said at least one selected scenario to provide at 
least one input for driving simulated operation of the DUT (c2 : 24-32, "... a 
program that drives...tests vectors into the DUT simulator...") . 

Hollander does not specifically disclose 

each scenario featuring at least: one constraint relating to a relationship with at least one 
other scenario; selecting at least one of said plurality of scenarios according to said 
at least one constraint by resolving conflicts among said constraints of said 
plurality of scenarios; 

However, Thompson discloses 

each scenario featuring at least: one constraint relating to a relationship with at least one 
other scenario; selecting at least one of said plurality of scenarios according to said 
at least one constraint by resolving conflicts among said constraints of said 
plurality of scenarios; ([0001], "...preventing memory usage conflicts 
when generating and merging test cases...", [0003], "...memory 
segment used is noted...") 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the teachings of Thompson into the teachings of Hollander 
to include the limitation discloses by Thompson. The modification would be obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to want to have desired behavior of test scenarios as suggested by 
Thompson ([0002], "...otherwise the desired behavior of individual test cases will not occur."). 

As per claim 2, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated; 
Thompson discloses 
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selecting a number of said plurality of scenarios according to meta-data contained in at 
least one scenario; and combining said number of said plurality of scenarios to form a 
combined scenario instance ([ 00 01 ] , "...preventing memory usage conflicts 
when generating and merging test cases..." , [ 00 03 ] , "...memory 
segment used is noted..."). 



As per claim 3, the rejection of claim 2 is incorporated; 
Hollander discloses 

wherein at least one selected scenario comprises a sequence (c20 , 15-20, 
"...sequence is also...generated..." ) . 

As per claim 4, the rejection of claim 3 is incorporated; 
Thompson discloses 

at least one selected scenario conflicts with at least one non-selected scenario and 
wherein said meta- data comprises information about said conflict ( [00 03] , "...not 

overlapping...test cases, is assigned..." those that are not assigned 
are non-selected.") 



As per claim 5, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated; 
Hollander discloses 
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said selecting at least one of said plurality of scenarios is performed at least partially 
according to a configuration Of the DUT (c2 : 50-57, "Parameter driven test 
generation...") . 

As per claim 6, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated; 
Thompson discloses 

said providing said scenarios is performed during a scenario creation process ( [002 9] , 
"...test case for a target processor...") . 

As per claim 7, 

the rejection of claim 6 is incorporated; 
Hollander discloses 

a user performs said scenario creation process (c5 : 8-12, "...The user has full 
control of...generation process."). 

As per claim 8, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated; 
Hollander discloses 

said providing said plurality of scenarios is performed by a user(c5: 8-12, "...The 
user has full control of ...generation process."). 
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As per claim 9, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated; 
Hollander discloses 

Generating at least one external file according to said at least one scenario (c9 : 1-5, 
"...test files...") . 

As per claim 10, the rejection of claim 9 is incorporated; 
Hollander discloses 

Using said at least one external file at run time for running the test (c9 : 1-5, "...test 
files...is used to run tests") . 

As per claim 1 1 , The method of claim 1 0 further comprising: 
Hollander discloses 

compiling said at least one external file before said using said at least one external 
file (cl4 : 58-62, "...or compiled..."). 

As per claim 12, the rejection of claim 10 is incorporated; 

Hollander discloses 

wherein said generating said at least one external file is performed before or 
concurrently with said generating said test (c9: 3-7, "...test file is uses to 
run tests." Therefore it at least concurrently.). 
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As per claim 13, the rejection of claim 10 is incorporated; 
Hollander discloses 

wherein said external file comprises an HDL (hardware description language) file for 
configuring the simulation model (c5 : 52-56, "...support...HLVA...) . 



As per claim 14, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated; 
Hollander discloses 

said generating the test is performed according to an at least partially randomized 

process(c5: 8-11, "...random generation process..."). 

As per claim 15, the rejection of claim 14, 
Thompson discloses 

said randomized process is based upon a plurality of constraints, and wherein said 
plurality of constraints is provided in said selected scenario ( [0039] , "...randomly to 
determine...") . 

As per claim 16, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated; 
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Thompson discloses 

wherein said generating the test is performed according to said at least one 
constraint([0002]). 

As per claim 17, the rejection of claim 16 is incorporated; 
Thompson discloses 

each constraint defines a type of expected input variable and a type of operation to be 
performed, on said type of expected input variable ( [00 03] , "...segment of memory 
which it can use...") . 

As per claim 18, the rejection of claim 17 is incorporated; 
Thompson discloses 

said constraint comprises a static constraint on a value of said type of expected input 
variable ( [0003] , "...segment of memory which it can use..."). 

As per claim 19, the rejection of claim 17 is incorporated; 
Thompson discloses 

said constraint comprises a dynamic constraint on a value of said type of expected input 
variable ( [002 9] , "...memory range for each case..."). 
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As per claim 20, the rejection of claim 17 is incorporated; 
Hollander discloses 

said at least one type of expected input variable is at least partially determined according 
to a Simulation model Of the DUT(c2 : 50-57, "Parameter driven test 
generation...") . 

As per claim 21 , the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated; 
Thompson discloses 

at least one characteristic of said constraint determines whether said constraint conflicts 
with another constraint ( [002 9] , "...memory range for each case..."). 

As per claim 22, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated; 
Hollander discloses 

the simulation model comprises a plurality of variables (clO : 3-8, verilog 
variables...") , wherein at least one scenario comprises a monitoring operation for 
monitoring behavior of the simulation model and wherein said monitoring operation 
comprises sampling at least one value of at least one variable of the simulation 

model(c3 : 29-34, "...sample the device model...") . 
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Claim23. the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated; 
Thompson discloses 

The selecting at least one of said plurality of scenarios according to said at least one 
constraint is accomplished by automatically selecting a subset of said plurality of 
scenarios by resolving said constraints of said plurality of scenarios to include in 
the selected subset only non-conflicting scenarios ( [00 03] , "...not 

overlapping...test cases, is assigned..." those that are not assigned 
are non-selected.") 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) 
of rejection. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the 
extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
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however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Philip Wang whose telephone number is 571-272-5934. The examiner 
can normally be reached on Mon - Fri 8:00 - 4:00PM. Any inquiry of general nature or relating 
to the status of this application should be directed to the TC2100 Group receptionist: 571-272- 
2100. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wei Zhen can be reached on 571-272-3708. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
/Wei Y Zhen/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2191 



